Referee 1
Thank you very much for the comments. The manuscript revision is attached as a supplementary material. "This paper provides a useful overview on data analysis methods applied to the study of monochromatic modes, turbulence and resonance/scattering phenomena. This kind of review represents something that was missing in the present Literature and as such deserves to be published after a short revision, as suggested below. However, this review would gain additional value if the Author would add some paragraphs on relatively recent techniques, wavelets based, allowing to define the "mean field direction" and the parallel and perpendicular directions to it, scale by scale (see Horbury et al., 2008 , He et al., 2011 , Telloni and Bruno, 2016 . This is not a criticism but rather a suggestion that the Author is free to take it or leave it since it does not change my overall positive evaluation of this review."
A paragraph was added about the mean field determination (page 8, line 17 to page 9, line 2, starting with "Different approaches are possible to determine...") with the references to Horbury et al. (2008) , Wicks et al. (2010 , 2011 ), Chen et al. (2011 ), He et al. (2011 ), Telloni and Bruno (2016 .
"List of points to be revised:"
1. "1) ln 14: specify that these values refer to 1 AU" Done. (page 1, line 14).
2. "2) pg 3, ln 52: better to replace "that" with "where" or "such that""
Yes. "such that" (page 3, line 14).
3. "3) pg 4, Figure 1 : would it be possible to add the ion-cyclotron branch in Figure 1 ? Incidentally, the Author reports the following paper: Marsch, E., and Tu, C. Y., Evidence for pitch-angle diffusion of solar wind protons in resonance with ion-cyclotron waves, J. Geophys. Res., 106, 83578361, 2001 , in the reference list but he never recalls this paper throughout the text."
The ion-cyclotron branch was added to Fig. 1 and I indicate the electroncyclotron and the ion-cyclotron branches in gray. The text was modified accordingly (page 3, lines 26-30; page 4, figure 1 caption). The reference to Marsch and Tu (2001) Thank you very much for the comments. The manuscript revision is attached as a supplementary material. "The work is about a review of analysis methods commonly used in solar wind turbulence. The manuscript is nicely written, concise and surely appropriate for Nonlinear processes in Geophysics. The paper can be published almost in its present form. However, the quality of the paper can be improved taking into account the following comments."
1. "Page 4, section about coherent structures (lines 31-36) The role of coherent structures such as current sheets and possible associated mechanisms such as magnetic reconnection should be further highlighted. This is a big topic for the community, since these structures are ubiquitous in the free solar wind as well as in magnetospheric plasma. In this regard, it would be very instructive to mention: 3. "Page 5, line 55, sentence: "by chopping the time interval into sub-intervals and averaging the matrix over the sub-intervals." This "chopping" procedure, essentially, should have a more profound meaning. The ensemble averages, as in equation (2), consist of a large number of realizations, over several correlation length-scales (or correlation times), and over different experiments (solar wind dataset). This deals with the ergodic theorem, which is crucial in every turbulence measurement (see for example classic lecture notes and books on hydro-dynamics). "Chopping" the data at very small scale, unfortunately, violates this ensem-ble average, leading to ephemeral results. Unfortunately this habit became today a classical analysis technique. Although I do not agree with these methods, it would be important for the reader to (at least) know the problem of the "violation of ergodicity". "
This is a very important remark. I added two paragraphs, one about the implementaion (classical method, page 6, lines 1-9) and the other about the problem with the chopping as a caveat (page 6, lines 10-15).
4. "Page 5, lines 66-68 It would be nice to mention here some of the works made by Tim Horbury and colleagues on the definition of local mean field. Together with this, note that the definition of local mean field and its interpretation in the framework of plasma turbulence has been questioned in:
• 
